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1 requirement, the fact that it has not be adequately tested with any high volume competitor

continues to place serious doubts on Ameritech's ability to handle either the volumes

generated by multiple competitors simultaneously or to support the highly sensitive

response times required for this type of interface when dealing with on-line customer

sales.

Q. What must Ameritech do to demonstrate that its pre-order interface is operationally

ready?

A. It must demonstrate that it is capable of providing acceptable response times while

handling a high volume demand from multiple CLECs. These are the conditions of a

competitive environment, and Ameriteeh must demonstrate that its pre-order interface is

able to function under such conditions. While Ameritech continues to claim that this

interface is both operationally ready and capable of ensuring operational parity with its

retail operations, Ameritech cannot currently demonstrate the system's ability to handle

either the volumes or the response times which will be required by large local service

competitors such as AT&T or Sprint. None of the demonstrations. or testing conducted

to date have been able to verify that this interface will in fact provide the parity and

responsiveness that Sprint's, AT&T's, and Mel's local market entry will demand. Sprint

and Ameritech's Joint Implementation Team are currently working together to address

these concerns and the panies have agreed .to support joint interface testing that will

21 determine Ameritech's ability to meet Sprint business needs.
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1 It is important to note, however, that Sprint will probably not be the largest competitor

requiring support from Ameritech, and the stress on this interfac~ from multiple high

volume users is the only way to ultimately determine if the interface is in fact capable of

supporting local market entry at parity with Ameriteeh's retail operations. In the event

that the interface cannot support the market's demands post-implementation, CLECs such

as Sprint will suffer serious impacts to both their operations and customer service

capabilities, which could Ultimately bring their market entry to a screeching halt. Until

this interface has been proven operationally capable of supporting timely responsiveness

to high volume demand from multiple users, it can not be accepted as operationally ready

and at parity with Ameritech's retail operations environment. Operational parity and non-

discriminatory treatment must be verifiable by both this Commission and the CLECs

acOlally offering service within the State of Illinois through specific sustainable ILEC

performance measures obtained in an actual operating environment.

Many of the CLECs seeking to do business within Ameritech I s operating region are

working within the established industry forums to support the design and adoption of

standards for local service processes which require electronic interfaces with the

incumbent local exchange carriers. AT&T, Sprint, MCI, as well as several other

industry players are working together to develop their business requirements for a Pre-

Order interface. This proposal will be presented to the ECIC (Electronic Communications

Committee) no later than second quarter 1997 for its evaluation.
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1 Q. Does Sprint have any concerns regarding Ameritech's EDI service ordering

interface?

A. Yes. The industry has adopted standards for service order processing; however, the latest

version and guidelines that the majority of the major CLECs need to deploy are not

currently being supported by Ameritech. Ameritech has deployed a hybrid of the TCIF

Guidelines (Releases 5,6 and 7) using EDI X12 Standard Transaction set Version 3030.

Sprint, AT&T, and MCI recently met with Ameritech to address the business roles and

implementation timelines for the Ameritech development and deployment of the latest

service order processing standards, Version 3050 utilizing TCIF Guidelines - Release

7. Release 7 is the first EDI version actually defined for local competition. While Sprint

would prefer to develop a single EDI service order interface based on Local Service

Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) SR STS-47107Q, Issue 1, published December 2, 1996 and

Customer Service Guidelines, Issue 7 (ED!) that could then be customized to interface

with each of the RBOCs, the fact that Ameriteeh has already developed its interface

based on more customized specifications and is currently deploying this interface with

multiple CLECs forces Sprint to take a more interim approach to service order

processing in the Ameritech region. The results ofboth AT&T's and MCl's service order

processing, per testimony previously filed by both these companies, indicate some basic

gaps in understanding Ameritech's business rules and editing criteria. Ameritech has

agreed to support Sprint's need for documentation in this area so that Sprint may attempt

21 to avoid the same magnitude ofprocessing/editing problems currently being experienced
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by both AT&T and MCI. This same.type of documentation is being requested by all the

major carriers as Ameritech approaches modification of its interface to support the

LsOG and Issue 7 standards. Due to the late provision of Ameritech's new ordering

guidelines, filed and released to the CLECs for the first time as part of this proceeding,

Sprint has not had adequate opportunity to review the content of these six binders for

their potential use and application.

Q. What are Sprint's concerns with Ameriteeh's interface for maintenance and repair?

A. Ameritech's proposal for an application-ta-application maintenance and repair interface

is not currently being used by any of the CLECs operating within the Ameritech region,

as admitted by Ameriteeh witness Joseph Rogers at pages 34 of his Supplemental Direct

Testimony. Although Ameritech states that this interface is based on current industry

standards, it is in fact an industry standard for exchanging repair and maintenance

information related to access services that is not operational with all IXCs, including

Sprint. Moreover, the maintenance and repair processes involved in local service, both

resale and through the purchase and provisioning of unbundled elements, vary

significantly from the access arena. It will be essential that all ll..ECs upgrade this

interface to a specification, still under development by the ECIC, designed to support

true bi-directional, "agent-to-agent" communication before this interface can truly be

considered capable of supporting local service. Even with the enhancements to this

interface in place, there is still a question regarding the flow-through of information to
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1 the Ameritech service technician. At this tiIpe, it is not known whether all the critical

information passed by the CLEC to Ameritech will actually make it all the way through

Ameritech I s internal systems to the service technician responsible for handling the repair.

This is crucial for parity in support between the CLEC end users and Ameritech I s retail

customers. The critical elements essential to deploying this solution have not yet been

finalized. While an "electronically bonded" solution is critical to the development of a

sustainable maintenance and repair process, the timeline for finalizing the development

and deployment of these enhancements has not been determined.

It is important to realize that this is the only solution, other than verbal telephone contact

or paper fax to Ameritech's Wisconsin CLEC Service Center, being offered to the

CLECs by Ameritech. The timeframe for resolving these outstanding concerns, plUS the

cost of iniplementation, make this a crucial barrier to market entry for any high volume

competitor. As with all components of the operational implementation plan, there must

be established procedures for reporting performance levels, providing status of customer

impacting issues, as well as a formal escalation process for issues that are not handled

in accordance with performance levels established to ensure parity with Ameritech's

service to its own end users.
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1 Q. Does Ameritech's proposed interim. solution for maintenance and repair interface

-
meet its obHgations under Section 271?

No. The manual solution being supported by Ameriteeh as an interim solution, i.e. verbal

telephone contact or paper fax contact to Ameritech's Wisconsin CLEC Service Center,

is an unacceptable solution to Sprint. This manual process allows no timely feedback

regarding the staOlS of problem identification and resolution, critical to quality customer

service. In the event that the service problem is not within Ameriteeh's network,

immediate notification is essential to the timely deployment of Sprint's own service

technicians. Any additional delay further impacts an end user whose service problem

has still not been resolved, especially when it requires duplicate dispatching of service

technicians to the customer's premises. Sprint has repeatedly expressed its concerns to

Ameritech but no solution has been proposed as yet. In Mr. Rogers I Supplemental Direct

Testimony at page 6, he once again indicates that Ameritech is working with CCT to

implement an alternative Graphical User Interface ("GUI"). Sprint has previously

proposed the development and implementation of a GUI for resolution of this critical

problem, however, Ameritech has never presented this alternative to Sprint. Many of the

RBOCs, including PAC Bell and NYNEX, are deploying GUIs for local service

maintenance and repair support. As previously stated for pre-order, if Ameritech has in

fact developed GUI as an alternative maintenance and repair system with CCT, this

interface and its specifications should have been discussed and made available to all

CLECs attempting to enter the Ameritech local market. Communicating the availability
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of business solutions to anyone carrier earlier than the others demonstrates preferential,

discriminatory I and anti-competitive treatment. Sprint can not effectively enter the local

market within the Ameritech region until an acceptable maintenance and repair reporting

solution is tested and deployed.

Q. What other concerns with Ameritech's electronic interfaces have you discovered?

A. The CLECs seeking to do business within Ameritech's operating region are working

within established industry forums to support the design and adoption of standards for

local service processes which require electronic interfaces with the incumbent local

exchange carriers. While several carriers may be actively working with Ameritech to

understand its specifications and either influence the adoption by the industry of these as

acceptable standards or design software solutions to meet these interfaces as "customized"

solutions, these systems cannot be tested for parity in perfonnance and assumed to meet

the FCC checklist requirements until they have been adequately tested and deployed.

Ameritech's customized development ofelectronic interfaces has actually resulted in the

CLECs having to dedicate additional resources, both dollars and personnel, to develop

an understanding of Ameritech business rules, interface specifications, and operational

procedures which Ultimately results in lost dollars and opportunity for all CLECs

attempting to enter the local service market on a national basis. Ameritech's focus has

been on expediting its own ability to gain access to the interLATA market rather than

21 on facilitating real local competition within its region. What you see at this critical point
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1 and what you will actually get in a real competitive operating enviromnent are not

necessarily the same. Once Ameritech gains in-region interLATA certification, it will

no longer have the same incentive to resolve the problems its competitors are having in

entering the local market. As a case in point, the Unbundling Service Ordering Guides

and the Resale Services Ordering Guide, referenced in both Mr. Rogers' (page 7) and

Mr. Meixner's (pages 4 through 8) Supplemental Direct Testimony, were not provided

to Sprint in any manner other than as supporting documentation in this proceeding. This

information had previously been requested by Sprint for both the resale and unbundled

processes, in an effort to gain enough understanding of Ameritech's business processes

to develop an effective electronic interface solutions. The timing and method of

providing this information indicates that the guides were not developed to meet the needs

of their CLECs customers, but in support of Ameritech's 271 applications. Since this

is the second illinois hearing in less than four months regarding Ameritech's checklist

compliance, it would appear that time and resources could be better spent by all parties

if the focus was on actually giving Dlinois consumers a "real" competitive choice for the

provision of their local service rather than continuing the burdensome task of re-

evaluating Ameritech I s ass functionality that has not significantly changed since early

January. These same interfaces were evaluated by the Wisconsin Public Service

Commission, which very quickly determined that Ameriteeh could not prove either the

reliability of the interfaces or their parity to Ameritech's retail service. Wisconsin is

21 currently developing a list of criteria that Ameritech must be able to meet/demonstrate
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1 before it can again request a hearing from that Commission on the compliance of its ass

systems with the checklist requirements, thereby avoiding the continued waste oftime and

resources better utilized in suppoIting the introduction of true locaf service competition.

What is required of Ameritech to provide·parity of access to its OSS interfaces?

A. In order to establish parity of access, Ameritech must demonstrate that its OSS interfaces

provide: (1) equivalence of information availability; (2) equivalence of information

accuracy; and (3) equivalence of information timeliness. Ameriteeh has apparently

agreed with this definition of parity since it has agreed to measure its performance for '

these exact parameters both in previously filed testimony, as well as in contracts with

both AT&T and Sprint. Equivalent information availability means that Ameritech must

deliver to the CLEC, to no lesser a degree than it does for its own operations, all data

necessary to support a specific transaction. Equivalent information accuracy requires that

the information exchange pass three critical tests: (1) it must comply with an agreed-

upon data format and structure, documented and clearly understood by both/all parties

to the transaction; (2) there must be agreed-upon business rules for interaction between

the parties; and (3) there must be demonstrated end-to-end transaction integrity, including

load capacity testing. An interface that operates satisfactorily at low volume but chokes

under a volume or capacity test designed to mirror an actual operational environment with

potentially high market volumes, or when processing input from multiple CLEC entry

21 points simultaneously, will place all new entrants at a distinct competitive disadvantage
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1 relative to Ameritech. Ameritech does not utilize these proposed interfaces for its own

local service provisioning today and it has not yet proven its ability to provide

operational parity to its competitors.

Q. Do Ameritech's systems satisfy the parity requirements under the

Telecommunications Act of 19961

A. No. The systems proposed by Ameritech do not meet these parity tests because they are

not currently deployed for widespread CLEC use. Any use of these interfaces has been

limited at best and the majority of them have been undergoing design changes throughout

1996 and the lSI quarter of 1997. All the specifications that have been provided to Sprint

have dealt with total service resale and no specifications or implementation meetings

have been held between Ameritech and Sprint to address the ordering and provisioning

of unbundled elements.

Per Ameritech I s testimony and the unbundled service ordering guides it recently provided

in this docket, Ameriteeh plans to use the existing ASR (access service request) format

and access billing systems for ordering and provisioning of unbundled elements. These

systems and processes were designed for access purposes and are not the industry IS

recommended solution for ordering and p"rovisioning of local unbundled elements.

While Ameritech may in fact be using these systems for interface with ~ome

21 CLECs/CAPs today, the processes they support pre-date the 1996 FCC decisions and
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were not designed to support unbundled elements as· they are currently defined. Per

Schedule 3 of Mr. Rogers' Supplemental Direct Testimony, Bellcore has offered to work

with Ameritech to revise its processes and documentation to support the industry's Local

Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) published on December 2, 1996, which are the

current industry standards for local service requests (LSR). Ameritech must develop a

timeline for implementation of these industry standards, as negotiated in our 1997

interconnection agreement, prior to Sprint's implementation of facility-based services.

Q. Do Ameritech's interfaces adhere to industry standards?

A. No. Ameritech's interfaces do not always adhere to industry standards. When systems

are used for purposes other than those intended in their original design, they must be

modified and/or refined to meet the new needs. Modifying and redefining syste~ that

have previously been deployed and which are currently operational with other companies

requires coordination of both the system design as well as the associated business rules.

No company, including Ameritech, can arbitrarily redefine industry accepted standards

without negatively impacting the users of these systems and interfaces. Contrary to

Ameriteeh's contentions, its ass interface solutions do not always adhere to industry

standards, there are in fact numerous cases where Ameritech has essentially over-ridden

industry standards and developed or imposed an Ameritech requirement or definition.

Mr. Rogers' Supplemental Direct Testimony at page 9, is misleading when he indicates

that Bellcore mapped Ameritech I s specifications to industry guidelines and confIrmed that
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1 Ameritech's specifications accurately reflect industry guidelines for service ordering,

billing and resale usage, trouble administration, end office integration, and unbundled

loop provisioning. Ameriteeh's specifications were loosely developed based on industry

standards for~ service, not local service. For example, Ameriteeh utilized the

Customer Service Guidelines, Issue 5 for mapping the population of the ED! records for

their Electronic Service Ordering (ESO) Guideline, Version 3.2;. although Ameritech

references Issue 7 in its testimony, it did not in fact vote with the CLEC community to

accept Issue 7 for deployment at the most recent industry meeting.

If Ameritech utilized the l:.ocal Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) as a basis for the

development of its service ordering functionality, it has not been able to share these

concepts which might have reduced the number of rejects currently being experienced by

CLECs testing this appliCation. Ameritech's AEBS bill may be based on a CABS

format but is in fact a separate billing system unique to Ameritech designed to support

local resale services. As stated previously in my testimony, the industry standard

enhancements required to make this access interface useable in the local service arena

have not yet been finalized. The current standards for the ordering of unbundled

elements should also be based on LSOG guidelines requiring the use of an LSR, not the

ASR currently supported by Ameritech I s interface. Ameritech's customized appro3:ch to

systems development has complicated market entry for many of the CLECs who wish

to enter the local market as national competitors.
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1 Q. Does Ameritech's position on operational interfaces negatively impact Sprint's ability

to enter the local market as a CLEC?

A. Yes. Sprint requires the development and deployment of industry standard electronic

interfaces for access to !LEC operational systems. The FCC ~quires the ILEC to

provide nondiscriminatory, automated operational support systems to enable new entrants

access to pre-order, order, installation, prov~ioning, and repair services as well as the

ability to assign numbers, monitor network stations (maintenance), and bi11local service

to their end user customers. Ameritech provided CLECs with specifications in 1996 for

several interfaces intended to provide access into Ameritech I s systems and processes;

however, they are not industry standard interfaces. Sprint is currently reviewing

Ameritech's specifications, as well as continuing to work with other CLECs and ILECs,

in an effort to support the establishment of industry standards for interfaces that can be

used across the country by all !LECs and competitors for effective local market entry and

data exchange. Sprint cannot support the development of customized interfaces with each

ILEC, as Ameriteeh has attempted. The time and resources required to support this type

of ILEC-specific interface would be crippling to Sprint's market entry.

Sprint requested and won an arbitration decision that guarantees Sprint the right, at least

for an interim period, to interface with Ameritech using manual interfaces. At the time

of our arbitration, we were not aware of how much of Amerirech' s CLEC interfaces and

21 internal procedures still relied on manual processes. Realizing that manual activity is both
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burdensome and error-prone, Ameritech must develop and implement industry standard

interfaces.

Q. How does Ameritech's customized approach complicate market entry?

A. Developing and deploying multiple versions of operational interfaces will negatively

impact market entry by requiring increased development cost and extended time lines

simply to meet the customized solutions defmed by Ameriteeh. True local competition

will not exist until CLECs are able to consistently interface with !LEes in a consistent

and nondiscriminatory manner.

Q. Do Ameritech's proposed operational interfaces meet Sprint's requirements as a

CLEC?

A. It is too early to tell. The mere fact that Ameritech has provided specifications' for

electronic interfaces does not guarantee that they actually work or that they will in fact

provide parity in performance to Ameritech' s internal systems. Timely access to

customer information, service establishment, and trouble resolution will determine the

ultimate success or failure of any competitor. Especially in a resale mode, the quality

of the product that Sprint will be able to offer its end user customers is directly dependent

on the quality of .Ameritech's services. Actual implementation of ~perationalinterfaces

between Sprint and Ameritech will be a complex and detailed procedure. Until

Ameritech's proposed operational interfaces, have been implemented and are actually
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1 working in practice, Sprint will not know whether they meet Spriilt's requirements or,

for that matter, the requirements of the Act and the FCC.

Q. Would you please summarize your testimony?

A. Until Ameritech'sproposedoperational interfaces have been implemented and are actually

working in practice, it is impossible to determine whether Ameritech is providing

performance parity or meeting the requirements ofthe Telecommunications Act of 1996.

ILECs such as Ameritech currently have all the systems and support processes in place

necessary to offer interLATA service and will be able to do so from the date they receive

in-region certification. There are multiple vendors ready and willing to provide the

ll..ECS interLATA transport services at competitive rates. Unlike CLECs, the ll..ECs

will not suffer the repercussions and delays involved in attempting to enter a monopoly

market controlled by a single vendor. Supporting Ameritech I s efforts to gain in-region

certification before competition truly exists in the Dlinois local market defeats the ultimate

purpose of deregulation and may prevent the purpose of the 19% Telecommunications

Act from being fully realized.

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

A. Yes it does.
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Please stateyour full name and busiDess addRss.

My name is Betty L. Reeves. My business address is 7301 College Blvd., Overland

Park, KS, 66210.

What is your position!

I am employed by Sprint as Director - Local Matket DeYdopmeat.

Please describe your educatioDJll ba~ work experience and present

rc:sponsibilitia.

I have an Associates in Business degree from Tyler Junior College and majored in

Accounting at the University ofTexas. I began my telecommunications career in 1973

with United Telephone Company of Texas, a local division subsidiaIy of Sprint

Corporation. After holding a variety of financial management positions, I assumed

respoosibiJity for mana~ United ofTexas' reveaue accounting functions in June of

1979 and remained in that position until the company's merger with United Midwest

Group in 1988. As Revenue Accounti1lg Manager, I bad rcsponsi~ for toU

processing, ead user and cmier access billing functions, as well as Interexcbange

carrier and intraLATA toll settlements WOrth the merger, I transiticmed into a

regulatory/account managemem position with Midwest. Group with primary

respoosibility for all compani~carriers operati:Dg within the Southwestern Ben region.

In October of 1988, I joined Sprint Loeal Division's corporate staff as a BiDing

Services MaDager, with responsibility for software developm.em, billing contraa

negotiations, and devdopme11t of standardized billing process and control fimdioDs

across al110cal operating divisions. In May, 1992, 1 tI3DSferred to the Corporate
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Rev=ues department and 8ssnmed responsibility for managing the Local Division's

billing and collections rdationsbip with AT&T, including the establishment of a new

worlc group dedicated to the project management of all electronic systems and

operational processes impacting AT&T's ina.mJbeDt local ClCCbange carrier (!LEe) end

user biJliDg and collections requirements. Wrtb the passage of the 1996

Telecommunications .Act, I was charged with managing AT&T's request fur local

market entry in Sprint Corporation's Local Division's operating territoIy. In May,

1996, I accepted responsibility for supporting the development and execution of

. Sprint's corporate strategy for local market entJy in all states CUITeDt1y served by

Ameriteclt.

What is the purpose and scope ofyour testimony?

I am presetJting testimony on behalfofsprint Communications Company L.P. (Sprint)

in response to the~ Service Commission of WlSCOOSin's (Commission's)

.Amcoded Notice ofHearing issued an Matcl.110, 1997. Toward the goal ofoffering'

local service in WJSCODSin. Sprint is cumatly engaged in iDtercouDcction negotiations

widl Ameritech WISCODSin (Ameritech). I wID testifY about those interconnection

negotiations, and specifically, will discuss elements or services that Amerltech will not

agree to provide to Sprint. I"WD1 then describe why these elements or services are

~ in order for Sprint to be a competitor in the local service market in

WJSCOnSin. This portion ofrIrf testimony wiD. address Sprint's business case needs in

response to Question 7 oftbe Commission~s Amended Notice ofHearing.

In addition, I 'Will provide updated information, gathered in a recent meeting with

Ameritecb., concerning SpriDt's eiiorts to interconnect with Ameritceh WISCOnsin'S

556



SPRINT EXT AFFAIRS 19Joos

TesIimoayafBeuy L.~
Sprint ColllllUlDic:atioDs Company, L.P.
Page No. 4

1 network. I will testify about the iDadcquacy of Ameriteeh WlSCOOSin's opemions

2 support system (asS) fimctions and the D2telfac:es which Sprim needs to access those .

3 fimctions in response to Question 9 of the Commission's Amended Notice ofHearing.

4 Secondly, I will describe how Amerilech fails to satistY its parity and pedbrmance

5 obligations under the Te1erommntDeatioDs Aa of 1996, partic:ulady as those

6 obligations relate to OSS in fiIrther response to Question 9.

7

8 Qrustion 7- 0t1JerftlCllllll isstus re1IrJI,d f4 IIpotmtitIlJiling byA.1nerit4dIfor ilarUTA
9 7'fliI/ulU1erSection 271.

10

11 Q. What is the ament status of Sprint's negotiations with Ameriteeh for market

12 eDtry within W1SCOcsiD?

13 A Sprint is_ curRl1tly engaged in negotiations with Ameritech for an interconnection

14 agreement in WlSCOIlSin. Sprint also has an arbitzation pending against Ameritech in
h.ea.rcA

lS W'lSCODSin Docket Nos. 6OSS-MA-1OO; 6720-MA-IOS, "if'" ....nting on

16 December 3-4, 1996. However, an iDtetconnection agreement between Sprint and

17 Ameritec:h bas~ to be approved by the Commission. Despite the pending arbitration.

18 Sprint and Amentech have cout1nned their negotiations and have resolved some

19 additional issues. On some issues. asch as the interim prices for unbundled network

20 elements, Sprint and Ameritech have agreed to be bound by the final decision in the

21 Ameritech-AT&T arbitratiOIl NonetheJ=, there are still numerous disputed issues

22 between Sprint and Ameritecl1 that the parties are continuing to oegotiate.

13
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Does Sprint have uy disputed issues lrith Ameritecb tbat impact Sprint's abilit1

to enter the local mark.et in Wiseonsin IS a competitive local etthange mmpany

(CLEC)! If50, wbat are they?

Yes. Daring intcrconnection negodatiODSt Sprint requested that Ameritech permit it to

imerconnect with Amc::ritech's network by mixing traffiC types (Leo, 10CI1, intraLATA,

interLATA ton) on a single tnmk group, known as a non-judsdictiooal tnmk group.

Ameritech has refused to meet Sprlnt's requir=cut. but instead is fbrcing sprint to use

separate 1nmk groups for different types of traffic. In the Illinois~

CommiS$ioo's Section 271 !nvestigatiQIl, Ameritech witness Gregory J. Dunny

admitted that non-ju:risdictional trunk groups are tecbnicaJ1y feasible and that the only

problem Ameritc:ch bas identified w1t.i nen-jurisdictional tnmk groups is one of

properly billing for the traffic. Illinois Commerce Commission Doc1cet No. 96-0404,

Tr. pp. 606-608. (Attachment 1). However, as Mr. Dutmy ad::nowledged in his direct

testimony in the IDinois Commerce Commission's Section 271 Investigation, and

subsequently in aFCC affidavit, "In detcnnining technical feasibility, Ameritcch Illinois

looks solely at teclmica1 or operational matters, and does not indude consideration of

ec:ooomic, accouatiDg, mJ1mg, SI*C or site cooccms...... Direct testimony ofGregory 1.

Duany, JlJinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 96-0404, Amerirech Exhibit 2, p.

23; Affidavit of Gregory 1. Dwmy, CC Docket No. 97-1, p. 23, , 47. (AttacbmeiIt 2).

Amcriteeh admits tba:t, aside from the billing amcems (which Ameritcc:h concedes are

DOt re1eYaDt to a deknnination of udInical feasibility) non-jurisdictional· trunks are

tec1micaJly feasible. Thus, Ameritechls unreasonable reiiJsa1 to accommodate Sprint's

tcdmicaJly feasible request for non-:iurisdietional tnmks is simply a means for

Ameritecll to raise rivals' costs, and is contrary to the chec:1dist requinments.
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Should Ameritech be required to eombiDe inttJ'LATA traft"ac and loW

iDtraLATA OD the same tnmkgroup'!

Yes. Sprint is a diversi1icd telecommunicatioDs carrier providing JoQl, inter=tcbange,

and wireless services. Ame.ritcd1's refusal to support this interconnection l'eq115

(combined trafIic on a single trunk group) based on biDing concerns and constraints

does not meet the "tecJmical feasibi1it1' requiremeDts as defined for interamnecIion.

Prohibiting or delaying Sprint's ability to usc mu1tijurisdictional trunk groups, iDflates

Sprint's cost ofloca1 marlcet entry as a facility based provider and reduces both Sprint's

aDd Ameritech's network dJicieney.

'What is the status of this issue?

Sprlm and Ameritech negotiated language which was incorporated into all five state's

Interconoection Agreemeots. Article 5, wIieti supports the use of muJti.:jurlsdietiODal

trunk groups when Amerltech bas the ability to measure and record all c:a11 detail

sufficient to meet the bUJiDg snd audibility requirements ofthe intere=bange cacriers.

!be parties have agreed to joimly support the deployment and testing of a vendor

solution designed to accomptish this recording function as soon as one is available.

Despite this commetual compromise, it is important to note that Ameritech contiDues

to refUse to support this iaterconnection request UD!il billing issues can be resolved

despite Mr. Dunny's Illinois testimony that non-jurisdidional tnmk groups are

tccbnica1ly fc:asible and that issues sud1 as biDing are not relevant to meeting the test for
~

tcdDUcal feasibility as required by the FCC.
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Are there other areas in whieh Ameritceh has failed to provide Sprint with a

service that Sprint Deeds to enter tile local market?

Yes. Ameritech refuses to o1fer for resale promotions of less than 90 days. Evay

regulated Amerited1 retail senice rate, inducting promotions of less than 90~

should be awiJable for purchase by Sprint. Sprint is not requesting that promotions of

less than 90 days be available at a wholesale discount, but only that they be available

for resale at the retail rate. Ameritecb refuses to offer for resale at any price

promo1ions of less than 90 days. Ameritecb's position hampers the ability of Sprint

. (and aU other a.ECs who c:ntc:r the market through resale) to make c.ompetitive

service ofi':iDgs available to potential customers in WlSCOnSin. As a result, the

development oflocal competition may be impeded.

The AI:.t allows only reasonable restrictions on~ such as the resale of residential

service to business customers. The Act further pcobibits all local excbange carriers

from imposing unreasonable or disaiminatOl)' c:onditions or limitations on the resale of

its senices. Short.tenn promotions ofless tban 90 days are not subject to resale It a

wholesale discount rate, but they should still be available to resale alStomerslO.ECs at

the same tate o1feR:d to other ezld user alStomers. Otherwise, Ameriteeh would be

able to offer promotional rates to customers that could not be met by any CLEC

providing service on a reale basis.-kt.msrec:&_JiH1"_.~ErliIij)Ose-reS*'-
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1

2

3

4

Sprint bas reasonably proposed to Ameriteeb that it should be able to pw-cbase

short-term promotions ofless than 90 days at least at the retail rate. Without this,

s Sprint will not be competitive with Ameritech and the agreement will impose resale

6 restrictions not contctnplated by the Act. Ameritech bas unconvincingly argued

7 that it should not be forced to otter Sprint short-term promotions at retail rates

s

9

.because1his would discourage marketing and sales-based competition.

Under the Act, ouly reasonable restrictions on resale~ such as the resale of

10 residential seM= to business customen. are contemplatec1. ~ § 251(c)(4)(B).)

11

12

13

14

This is not a reasonable restriction because it negatively impacts comp'~on.

Moreover, nothing in the FCC Order prohibits Sprint's demand to resell

Ameriteeh's promoticmal offerings at the retail rate.
~~ .

~ issue here is whether the FCC intended to prohibit the resale of lLEC

is promotional services of90 days' or less duration. ~~:eei1:.a..s::ite6~.t&8AplItj~

19 sed of calculating whole rates

20 pursuant to section 2 aX3)." UWe.••conclude

21 do not coustJlltte

17

13

16
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18

19

20

21 Q.

n

Ameritec:h has overstated any poteDtial competitive advantage to Sprint, especially

in light ofthe fact that Sprint proposes to buy the services at the same promotional

rate Ameritech charges its end users. At best, Sprint could resell those services at

the same price as Ameritech without recovering any profit on the service. While

this would allow Sprint to compete with Ameritech on price, it would not be

without hardship to Sprint. because Sprint will be unable to apply the proceeds of

the sale towards its overhead, other than to pay for the purchase of the service

from Ameritech.

In eonclusion, it would be unreasonable and a barrier to competition for Ameritech

to be permitted to withhold promotion offerings ofless than 90 days duration from

resale. Sprint is not asking that Ameritech further discount its promotional rates;

sprint is omy requesting that it be charged the same promotional rate as Ameritech

charges its end-users. Such a result is necessary for the development of full and

fair competition in WlSCODSin, while the result sought by Ameritech could· easily

lead to retention ofa monopoly market share by Ameriteeh through the elimination

ofcompetitionby new entrants.

Is Ameriteeh's refusal to allow Sprint to purchase promotional oft'eriDp of

less than 90 day. t1IlftIItIy impactiDg Spriut's abDity to eDt~r the local
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